
ACTION CALENDAR 
, December 18, 2012 



To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the Cfty Council 

From: Peace and Justice Commission 

Submitted by: George Llppman, Chairperson, Peace and Justice Commission 

Subject: Proclaim Berkeley a No Drone Zone and Enact an Ordinance to 
that Effect 

RECQMM5NPATIQN 

Adopt a Resolution and Proclamation proclaiming: 

1 . Berkeley a No Drone Zone and instructing the City Attorney to perform the 
necessary legal tasks to transform this dedaration|of a No Drone Zone Into an 
Ordinance for the City of Berkeley wherein drones are hereby banned from 
airspace 

2. That clrones will not be purchased, leased, borrowed, tested or otherwise used 
by any agency of the City of Berkeley over the City of Berkeley, including drones 
in transit. 

3. That exemptions will be made for hobbyists to continue to fly remote controlled 
model aircraft in specified areas, away from dwellings and the urban cityscape of 
people and buildings as long as those devices are not equipped with any kind of 
camera or audio surveillance equipment 

Copies of this Resolution shall be sent to Governor Jerry Brown, California Attorney 
General Kamala Harris, State Senator Loni Hancock, AssemWymember Nancy Skinner, 
the Alameda County Sheriff, Senator Dianne Feinstein, Senator Barbara Boxer, 
Representative Barbara Lee, President Barack Obama, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Department of Homeland Security, and the Department of Defense. 

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION 

Unknown. 

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 

At its regular meeting on September 10, 2012, the Peace and Justice Commission 
adopted the following recommendation: 
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Proclaim Berkeley a No Drone Zone 
And Enact an Ordinance to that Effect 



ACTION CALENDAR 
December 18, 2012 



Adopt a Resolution and, by Proclamation, proclaim Berkeley a No Drone Zone, and 
instruct the City Attorney to perform the necessary legal tasks to transform this 
declaration of a No Drone Zone Into an Ordinance for the City of Berkeley wherein 
drones are hereby banned from airspace over the City of Berkeley, including drones in 
transit. Under that. Ordinance, flying of a drone within the airspace of the City of 
Berkeley shall be considered a misdemeanor carrying a maximum penalty of up to one 
year in jail and a fine not to exceed $10,000. Each offense that is more than one 
offense of flying a drone within said airspace will be considered to be an additional 
misdemeanor, with jail time and fines based on the number of violations. 



M/S/C: 


(Meola/Bohn) 


Ayes: 


Bohn; Ei-Quolaq; Haney, Kenin, Lippman; Meola; Siegel; Sochet 


Noes: 


Maran. 


Abstain: 


None. 


Absent: 


Nicely (unexcused) 



RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION ? 
The Peace and Justice Commission, consistent with its mandate to promote peace and 
justice, locally, nationally and internationally, recommends that the Council support this 
Resolution and adopt this Proclaiming Berkeley a No Drone Zone banning drones from 
Berkeley airspace and instructing the City Attorney to present an Ordinance with such a 
ban for City Courioil adoption. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 

None. , . 

CITY MANAGER 

The CHy Manager takes no position on the Commission's recommendations or the 
contents of its Report. 

CONTACT PERSQN 

Robert Meola, Commissioner, Peace and Justice Commission, 510-844-1102 
Eric Brenman, Secretary, Peace and Justice Commission, 51 0-981-51 1 4 

Attachments: 

1. Resolution (wftft footnotes and links) 

2. Additional Infomtation 
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RESOLUTION NO. ~N.S. 

PROCLAIM BERKELEY A NO DRONE ZONE AND ENACT AN ORDINANCE TO 

THAT EFFECT 

WHEREAS, the Peace and Justice Commission advises the City Council on all matters 
relating to the City of Berkeley's role in issues of peace and social justice (Berkeley 
Municipal Code (BMC) Chapter 3.68.070); and 

WHEREAS, Berkeley has a history of standing up for peace, Justice, civil liberties, and 
the welfare of people; and 

WHEREAS; United States airspace is the busiest in the world, with up to 87,000 flights 
per day, Including commercial airliners and freight haulers, air taxis and private and 
military aircraft; and 

WHEREAS, "Statistics show unmanned aircraft have an accident rate seven times 
higher than general aviation and 353 times higher than comrnerclal aviation;" 1 and < 

WHEREAS, Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, also known as Drones, are not now allowed In 
United States general airspace because of the threat they present to other aircraft and 
under the Federal.Avlation Administration (FAA) Modernization and RefiSrm Act of 2012 
the FAA Is directed to create regulations that will enable drones to fly throughout United 
States airspace by September, 201 5; and 

WHEREA$\ small drones, 25 pounds or under, are now permitted to fly In general 
airspace below 400 feet for the use of police and first responders, with FAA permission- 
and ' 

WHEREAS, drones hpve limitations In "vision" compared to the vision of human pilots, 
do not have the same capability to avoid other aircraft as aircraft piloted by humans, 
and there has been at least one Instance outside the United States of. a drone collision 
with an aircraft with a human pHot on board and another incident, as well, of a near miss 
and these Instances occurred In airspace much tess crowded than that of the United 
States 2 ; and 



1 rtttoy/VVWW.8tartrlbij nB .c O mfl OCfl {/163304aB6i._ _._ . 

Spies In the aky signal new age of survetttance 

2 MMfl)fG^tort Between a, and 8.UAV I Offeree. 

VS. Artona Afahan Airlines Afrbua A300B4 - YouTuhn 

DronW MMt Accldent-ProncUS. Afr Force Graft: BGOV fearorrtBtar-Btoamha^ 



WHEREAS drones have at times gotten out of human control, in at least one instance 
having to be shot down 3 , and drones are susceptible to electronic Interference and 
having control seized electronically by unauthorized operators; and 

WHEREAS, drones have the capability of carrying a variety of weapons, including 12- 

9 X^H?l g u n 2' :toar ga8 ' mbber b«"et guns, bombs and missiles, but drones have 
significant limitations In identifying specific individuals and groups; and 

Unnr,ann ® d venlcle8 < drones ) to** *• capability to watch 

^^^T ^J" 3 ^ 1 ?™ on a 24 " hour ba8ls ' following and recording their 
movements for days and weeks in an unprecedented way; and 

WHEREAS, drones have the capability to continuously monitor cell-phone and text 
messaging of individuals, groups and populations; and ^ 

l^ffifJ 8 //^ 68 ^ bei ! ig develop** th* will use computerized facial images to 
target mdrvlduals and, once launched, to operate, eutoriorriousfy, without further human 
involvement, to locate and klH those individuals; and . . . n 

USSR'S ' ^"es would present an unreasonable and unacceptable threat to public 
to limitations In drone "vision", capability to avoid otherv^ircraft and adequate control; 

IJSS^hifir^ ?T ne i and « urv eillance drones would present an unreasonable and 
unacceptebte.threat to the rights of Individual privacy, freedom of association and 
assembly, equal protection and judicial due process in the City of Berkeley. 

?S^7Sf* E !? RE i!u!T * ES0LVEI ? b y »• Council of the CHy of Berkeley that the 
City of Berkeley with this Resolution and by Proclamation proclaims Berkeley a No 

ES^HL £ £5^*1 C !? Att r ey t0 P 6 " ™ *• tegal tasks to 

transfomrthls declaration of a No Drone Zone into an Ordinance forme City of Berkeley 
wherein drones are hereby banned from airspace over the City of Berkeley includina 

Ordinance, flying of adrone within the airspace of the City 
■ZJZmSS flf *? T 81 **™* a misdemeanor carrying a maximum penalty of up to 

SSTJPJS^! fine "Si* $10 ' 000 - offense te more than one 

offense of flying a drone within said airspace will be considered to be an additional 
misdemeanor, with Jail time and fines based on the number of violations 

wiI Sh!!! E , R RES ?l; wc > that ^68 will not be purchased, leased, borrowed, 
tested or otherwise used by any agency of the City of Berkeley. 

fl E rl F nte R I^ R S S ^° ! hat ! xemptlon8 hobbyists to continue to 

fly remote controlle d model aircraft in specified areas, away from dwellings and the 

^^wrrtrgi drew shot <im\ fry ( m m ptane> before it faw into mi- f w n rfirm r r i ' 



urban cftyscape of people and buildings as long as those devices are not equipped with 
any kind of camera or audio surveillance equipment. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this resolution be sent to Governor Jerry 
Brown, California Attorney General Kamala Harris, State Senator Loni Hancock 
Assemblymernber Nancy Skinner, the Alameda County Sheriff, Senator Dianne 
Fefrrateui, Senator Barbara Boxer, Representative Barbara Lee, President Barack 
Obama, ttie Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Department of Homeland Security, and 
the Department of Defense. " 



*-iS£'!SS^ Vn ? 0m8h ? * at M^'wouw not have happened had there been a pilot on board 
ThtataJUBtJtamakjmmJng crash reporte, and there nkety are mow. 

iff y^Wflf&ftft^l 1/MQ-1B APR ExecSum vaomT^g^ y fr 1 1 ^ 



APPrriQN/U PRONE ; ARTICLES RELEVANT TO A BERKELEY NO DRONE ZONE 
of-drones-ln-u-s-airspace/aH/ 

httPs;//Virmeff.Qm/deepll^^^ 
usino-drones 

http://www,slate,com/bloas/future tense/201 2/07/03/auvsl issues domestic drone cod 

§ pf cgrKfiwt .hftnf 

httpy/^washlnqtom^t.^ 

pm^9n(»MQ^Ir-trafflc-un-reDOrt-sava/2Q12/07/ 24/aJQALvnf7W atorv hfml 

hMu8ahltman.com/nvcndz/ NY Claiming 'No Drone Zone', Hopefully More States Will 
Follow 

http://www.salon .com/201 2/Q6/1 2/hatred what drones sow/ 

httP;/AVWW.$a[on,comy2012A)6/19/drones sour debt and oolio/gina ta tan/ 

tW^^^ Bid stop the drones/atnoletonmieKenturjci/ 

senator wants to euro unmanned flights, but th e Air Force talis Salon about its plans to 

expand them ■ 

httP7Awww.salon.com/2012/06/07/un rights chief calls for drone Drobe/ainaleton/ 
httpy/WWW,$alon.COnV2012/06/05/electlna an assassin In chfef/fiinalatnn/ 
.http:/Ayww.salon.conV2012/0fl/0l /another rtaht who drone slartleMfiotaton/ 
\\MfmMM(>n,<!Qml2QW05/mosina vemenl hearts and mlnd/ninnleton/ 
h^/lmfltM^wr^OIZi^Q^MBfi fioht fordrone bte/ainotetpn/ 
http;//WWW,sg|on.corrV2012/05/29/tha face of col lateral darnaaa/filnohton/ 
h1tP;/Am>W.9alon.corh/2012/05/21Ayho wni drones target who In the ua will ri^ fdft/ 

hftpy/wwW.8alon.(X)nV2012A)5^2/dron6s new weapon b r/ainateton/ 

httP^lfW.88(6n,com/2012/05/17/(»nserwti ^ turn on dronesfrinateton/Rtaht-wino 
Writers, from Charles Krauthammer to Matt Prudoe. loin the left I n criticizing dome^ o 
drone use : ^ 

httP^/W^,salon,COrn/201 2/05/1 5/faa approves biooer drone&/fif M ifttorFhft FAA has 
decided to allow larger drones to fly in U.S. airspace 



httpy/www.saH>n.cbmg012/05/i ok 
httP;//wvw.8a(Qn;com/2d12/g 5/QB/fear lha 



zombie drone/sfnaleton/How do von safely 



Iff j^:?l! nT ^ ^^ ro ^ Q " cammis/slnateton/Unh^tt^ ^ h.nying 
dropes frflerthan Bpjjgg departments - an d the mllitaiv is helping foot ifag_bjjj 

-^Qlf Q^/drones for urban waffe^nalirtnn/l Kjfactar^ 



=.iL-Jt^.tl"L-JLl!li! 



U,S, PQlte forces for sales, as dronas move fro m the Middle East to M ai n 



m'J¥m.Mton,Q(maQ12/M19/oetraeu& and Ih e stanature of u s terror/ginalfltan/ 
m\itMM.totor\MmQ12I04l()5fa\r force ramp* ,m drone war/rfnntat^/ .< 
httPy/WVm,^n,PPnVZQ1V12fflfl/|n Iowa OCCUDlers Picket a dm re fa C ton//aln a | fl tnn/ 

aenflhYgnlcias-fiaj 



http://artictes.nyft 
aerial-vehlcles-faa 



2^17^9^322857^ ^ 
httpy/i(l^.Qao.oov/assa^SQ^^ l | W ff UNMANNED AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 




The domestic use of drones has been steadily expanding > 
Look up in the sky and see a drone 

MALOU INNOCENT AND MEDEA BENJAMIN 
Sunday, June 17, 2012 

Ready or not, drones are coming to a law enforcement agency near you. 

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, or drones, have been primarily used for surveillance and 
targeted killings in wars in faraway lands. Now* with apparently minimal debate, local 
police departments have begun using them for surveillance directed at American 
citizens. 

To us, this Is a grim Illustration of the post-9/11 militarization of America. 

While drones can serve valid purposes, like monitoring forest fires, surveying land and 

search-and-rescue missions, they pose a threat to our freedoms. 

Their domestic use should be strictly controlled, and current legal standards updated to 
reflect mis powerful new technology. 

Instead, It has been authorized largely outside the public eye. 

The Federal Aviation Administration began issuing permits for the domestic 
experimental use of drones In 2006. A lawsuit by the Elec&mfc FrontJer.Feundatfon 
forced the FAA to start releasing the names of government agencies, companies and 
universities that have been granted permits. The FAA has Issued about 750 permits 
some 300 of which are still active. 

The FBI, the Department of Homeland Security and Customs and Border Protection 
awBed for these perrnte 

Gadsden, Ala., to big cities like Houston. Many police departments received Homeland 
Security grants to buy drones and train their police forces to use them. 
Facing slowing business as the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan wind down, drone 
manufacturers solicited the help of the 58-member Congressional Unmanned Systems 
Caucus to speed up the pace of the FAA permit process. 

In February, Congress passed sweeping legislation that forces the FAA to fully integrate 
drones into our national airspace by 2015, and socmer for gwemment agencies By 
May, the FAA waived the application process for police use of drones weighing up to 25 
pounds/and is now streamlining the approval process for larger drones. 

As the Electronic Privacy Information Center explains, enhanced drone technology is 
capable of "peering Inside high-level windows, and through solid barriers, such as 
fences, trees, and even walls." * 



i' if 



Worse, drones could move from surveillance to offensive action. The Montgomery 
County sheriffs office in Texas used a $300,000 Homeland Security grant to buy a 
helicopter drone. The CEO of Vanguard Defense, the company that sold the drone said 



It is designed to be weaponlzed and could easily be outfitted with tasers and stun 
batons. 



This Is a slippery slope. If confronted with a stand-off similar to the one at the Branch 
Davldian compound in Waco in 1 993, will authorities resort to drones? 

When FBI Director Robert Mueller was asked at a congressional hearing in March if 
Americans could be targeted for assassination by drones here at home, he simply said 
that he did not know. That's not very reassuring. 

All Americans should be asking their elected officials about the limits of the use of 
drones — before it's too late. 

One option is to eliminate federal grants that subsidize drones for police departments 
Another is to mandate that police obtain a warrant in circumstances where drones can 
survell a private residence or anywhere else citizens have a reasonable expectation of 
privacy. 

Militarization at home, as the Founding Fathers argued centuries ago, is inconsistent 
wift the values of a free society. 

Since 9/1 1 , some in Washington seem to have forgotter4iat a free society depends on 
a citizenry whose natural rights are protected by a limited and accountable government 
r not ._. y a 8° vernment *hat uses high-tech, stealth video cameras to constantly surveil 
the public wherever and whenever it wants. 

Innocent is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute. Benjamin is the author of 
Drone Warfare: Killing by Remote Control." 

htto://www.knowdrones.com/ 

VldtO CHp: hnQ-Jf^ tmtv ^.comNid&oaallBrvm 1 78 H 3/NswsfConQraBS-Dom asilr- 
jrones-wse-potenHaMhmflta mwt 

Congrats: DomSSo dronao poaa potential thraata 

The House Homeland Security Subcommittee held a hearing Thursday about the 
domestic use of drones:Rep. Michael McCaul expressed concern that drones not only 
could be hijacked and flown against a target, but also pose other safety issues. (July 19) 



[As far as the need to use drones for certain purposes, I would quote Mayor Bates' 
comment quoted in "Berkeieyside" on July 5th regarding the need tor the Berkeley 
an^te^saidT arm0red Vehfcte: " 1f8 h * 9hly un,ike| y,^ wil1 needed very often if at 

////////////// 



Alameda County Sheriff Gregory Ahem Has publicly stated that the drones he wants to buy and 
deploy in the East Bay would be used primarily for emergency and disaster response. However, 
internal sheriffs office documents show that Ahern's staffers also envision using drones for 
traditional police work, including intelligence gathering" and "crowd control" during large 
demonstrations. And some legal experts contend that if the sheriffs office follows through on its plan 
to use drones for such policing activity, it ccnild violate a 2012 US Sup 
warrantless siarelllanee, 

Ahem set off a media firestorm tin's M when he attempted to gam appro 
County Board of Supervisors to purchase a drone using $31,646 in grant money from the California 
Emergency Management Agency. Ahem then withdrew his request following loud complaints of civil 
liberties violations and a lack of government transparency. The American Civil Liberties Union of 
Northern California and the Electronic Frontier Foundation protested the absence of public debate 
over the use of unmanned aerial vehicles in Alameda County, as well as the lack of guidelines 
governing drone usage. Ahern, however, is expected to renew his drone request this month, and if 
Alameda County does acquire a drone, it would be a first for California, which has long been an 
innovator in law enforcement tactics, with notable examples including SWAT teams (pioneered in 
Delano and Los Angeles) and anti-gang tactics such as dvU injunctions. 

Since Congress passed legislation in Felmiary ordering tteFecleralAvia^ 
track the approval of drones for use by law enforcement agencies, police and sheriffs departments 
across the country have been scrambling to purchase the smaller, unarmed cousins of the Predator 
and Reaper drones mat have become an integral part of the Obama administration's ongoing war 
against terrorism. 

However, some legal experts say American law enforcement's use of drones raises serious questions 
about privacy, surveillance, and warrantless searches mat touch on core liberties enshrined in the 
Constitution. Although there are no legal opinions to date that specifically address how drones can 
be used within the United States, Babak Siavoshy, a teaching fellow at the Samueteon Law, 
Technology and Public Policy Clinic at the UC Berkeley School of Law, and John VuTasenor, a 
professor of electrical engineering at UCLA and fellow at The Brookings Institution, both contend 
that a unanimous US Supreme Court decision in January 2012 concerning warrantless surveillance 
may apply to the use of drones for police work. 



conviction of a Washington, DC nightclub owner because policeand FBI agents tracked his location 
for a month via a GPS device without a warrant Hie court ruled that law enforcement had violated 
Jones' Fourth Amendment nights. Jones is currcnth' feeing a retriaL 



teir 



Like GPS devices, small drones can be deployed to track people for long periods of time without tin 
knowledge. As a result, if the Alameda County Sheriff's Office were to use them for surveillance that 
is similar to what was (Jutlawedml^ Jones decision, courts may decide to intervene and institute 
judicial oversight and regulation - since such rates have not been set up by federal, state, or local 
aumorities. "T^ 

Siavoshy, whoco-wrote the resporuient's brief m/e^ 
cwnservatrve Justice 

opinions in the case, both of which addressed how wanarxtiess GPS ino^ 
FourmAmenihnent's protections again^ 
moritoringte<foologytoo^^ 

inconceivable when the Bill of Rights was drafted. -Traditional surveillance for any extended period 
of time was difficult and costly and therefore rarely undertaken," Alito ntfed. The surveillance at 
iwue m this case 

reseda large team of agents, 

investigahon of unusual importance could have justified such an exr^nditure of law enforcement 
resources. Devicesfike the one used in the present case, however, make long-term monitoring 
relatrveh/ easy and cheap. n 

Sotomayor's opinion also pointed out changing standards of privacy due to shifts in technology The 
former prosecutor also wrote of the need for appropriate safeguards (such as warrants) for searches 
and seizures. "I would also consider the appropriateness of entrusting to the Executive, in the 
absence of any oversight from a coordinate branch, a tool roamerjabfe to misuse 
of the Fourth i Amendment's goal to . curb arbitrary exercises of poKce power to and prevent »a too 
permeating polfce surveillance." 1 

The first documented indent ofa drone beir« used to maie an ane^ 

in North Dakota in June am, when local police received assistance from an unarmed Predator B 

drone that belonged to US Customs and Border Protection. The FBI and the DEA have also 



sheriffs agencies have used or are using drones, including the Seattle PoUce l^^ 

Aeeording to Ahem, Alameda County Sheriffs personnel first^ 

I^Hcdemoiistranonoftheinachine'suse^ 

SWAT competition in kte October. 

In an mterview wim the 
scrutinymbujiijgmedronea^ 

andlwcjuldneverdoajiymingoftmsM 
Sheriff Ahem and Ins staff aJso have^ 

different from those of a helicopter or sun^ plane. But VaTa^^ 
difi^fromheHco^ 

maintain, and because they require less fuel and manpower to operate. Drones also can be launched 
fromfarmorefocati^ 

Internalsh^ 

described. A July 20, 2012 memo from sheriffs Captain Tom Maciigm duddated potential usw 
drc^es m emergent response, expl^ 
that raise civil liberties concerns. 

^e Alameda <3ountyTa^^ 

bairicadedsuspecte, survdflaiJceOnv^ 
roughtemm,^ 

Drone-mounted cameras also can 
mat reads heat signatures t^^ 

recognition software that acts as a sort of h'cense^late reader for people. M three b^^ 

majitrfactur^ 

the drones. 



KyUov. ^rfStafesruledthattheu^^^ 
indoorinar^growr^uM aw^^ 
BimcapafaiHties, it would need some form of>didda W ^ 
before using this one on a home," said Siavoshy. 

TfcepFamUCXUw^^ 
toestabliflhasetofguideKr^thatwo^ 

used during domestic poncing. In a December 3 letter to the Alame<ia County 

AaUattomeylincktyeoiitih^ 

decision to approve a drone purchase. 

"Because drones poseunique dartfereforprfoacyii^ 
decidonbytheQ^topurcha^ 

process with ample opportunity for public partidpation and comment," the letter read 
fftteAlamexIaCfcun^^^ 

money on a drone, the bids sohcitedby the sheriffs office make it dear that county taxpayers will 
haTOtofootthebmforit Snerift^ 

requested drone model, Dragon Hy UAS with Irve video downlink mhJHJI^ is $ 3 o,ock>. But 

3°cuir^tsrelea^ 

SheriffsO^ 

offered two senate deals with dMerent parts an^ $67,500 and $i07^o r LocW K ed 

a^gaveao^otedf$49,98iforfe 

options that costljetween $90,495 and $135,995. Any of those choice, in other words, could require 
the sheriffs olfice to use county furds to make up tlie difference. 

The Sheriffs Office also could spend the stated money that it plam to use for a drone on ^ 
less controversial policing, needs — such as buying additional equipment for the county crime lab or 
fondir*addito 

bacHoad, of ballistics and forensics evidence, 
Birt<Mformakwenfort^entagendesap^ 

ratherthan tra^oiudrxfldng.^ oWained by the EFFin collaboration with theopen 

records website MttckM tOT n reveal that the San Francisco Police Department's $100,000 request 



to purchase a Remotely Piloted Vehicle was rejected by the local Urban Area Security Initiative a 
operates several Predator B drones for reconnaissance along the US-Mexico border, county Sheriff 

llieCflJiformalegfelature^ewDeinocr^^ 

oW, in estate Senator Alex PadiHatatheS^^^ 
Decemb^wM^ 

Padilla's biD seeks to bring legislator* into a discourse aboirt the W challenges to 
dueprocess rfghteof CWondaiis" posed drones. The most specific 
recommends that data, i^udtagplx^^ 
settings, should be kept to a ««mumimd retain^ 
privacy. 
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BERKELEY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
DATE ISSUED: November 26, 2012 POLICE REGULATIONS - CHAPTER 3 

51.408 -N.S.) 

The useof 

Xh ^7 ^ °«w iawenfor^nt agencies is permitted 

with the approval of the Chief of Police or City Manager fori 

1- Disaster Assistance 
2 - Rescue efforts, excluding hostages 
3- Locating missing persons 

ISL^f «ncfl "hall be notified In writing within 24 hours in each 



PR 337 



b? S!^SSJ!l?I r9qUft8t ** !h0 Bwk,li * PoW <* Department may 
be permitted with the approval of the Chief of Poilceor CHy Manaoer 

?Z£T* m ° n,y be Wo*"* "Xency B 

Personnel responding to a request for assistance. 

Cars and Use of Department^ P mrfv 

equipment Is assigned without permission of SSL Sctr 5 
the Division concerned and the Support Services DMs™mSer 

PR 339 g^ftrnental Property - Care Of , Employees using Departmental 

equipment or property shad be responsible for its pr^r ireand use 
Faflureof an employee to exercise reasonable carets uslof ' 
Departmental equipment or property may result lr» disciplinary action. 

Off duty loss of or damage to equipment permanently issued to emclovees 
<e.g., gun, leader, handcuffs, etc.) shall be the emploVee'sXc^^iftT 
totepafror replace. Other loss or damage to propeVtyor mSSSSt 
Issued to employees shall be the employes SKEor 

S£ee»^ 

IUo^ lnStarW ^. W ^ re "W^yee has the responsibility for repair or reotecement 
replaced equipment meets approved specifications. ' 9 

*Hl0h(lflht»d text i« new 
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BERKELEY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
DATE ISSUED: November 26, 2012 POLICE REGULATIONS 



-CHAPTER 3 



(b) To apprehend a suspected fleeing felon: 

(1) When necessary to prevent escape, and 

(2) When the officer has probable cause to believe 
that the suspected fleeing felon poses a significant 
threat of death or serious bodily injury to the officer or 
others, and 

(3) Where feasible, some warning has been given. 

PR 333 Police Vehicles - Passengers in Employees operating police vehicles 
shall not permit passengers to ride except when necessary In the 
accomplishment of an essential police objective or when authorized by a 
Commanding Officer or in the absence of a Commanding Officer by the 
ranking officer on-duty. 

PR 334 Police Vehicles = Citizens Requesting to Ride with nm^ Participation 
from members of tfte general public riding as observers in patrol cars was 
rescinded on 10718/91. As set forth In the amended rfde-aldng 
procedures, individuals eligible to ride along are limited to Berkeley Police 

Aides and Public Safety Dispatchers, and individuals specifically 
authorized by the Chief of Police. 



Special Requests 

PR33S gPylBjJ Requests - Mutual Ald/Assistanca - Police Dnns. The use of 
Police Dogs from other law enforcement agencies is permitted with 
the approval of the Chief of Police or CJty Manager: 

1 - to apprehend suspects where there Is a threat to human life, 

fM. the suspect is reasonably believed to be armed with a 

deadly weapon, and. the suspect Is in a controlled, contained 

area and there are no known occupants of the area other than 
the suspect; or 

2 - to locate missing persons; or 

3- to locate crime scenes. 

4- The use of dogs Is explicitly prohibited for use In crowd 
control. 

The CKy Council shall be notified In writing within 24 hours In each 
case where a dog Is used. (Berkeley City Council Resolution No. 

'Highlighted text It new 

10. 



Mwhan, Michael 



From:. 

Sent 

To: 



Daniel, Christine 

Friday, December 14, 2012 1 1:43 AM 
Meehan, Michael 
FW: Resolution 61,408 

51 ,408 - Police use of Doge and Helicoptere.pdf 



Subject: 
Attachments: 



Mike, here is the Resolution and staff reports from 1982 underlying the helicopter and dog policies. The 
attachments Include PRC reports as well. Interesting reading. You will note a reference to a 1974 memo 
from Qty Manager John Tjaylor—he Is the retiree William and I took to lunch on Wednesday, -cd 



....... , , .^mwi 

Sent Thursday, December 13, 2012 6:29 PM 
To: Danfd, Christine 
Subject: PR 336 

Here is the language regarding helicopters: 



PR 336 Special Requests - Mutual Aid/Assistance - Helicopters. The use of police 

helicopters from other law enforcement agerK^M Is pe^ftted vvith the approval of 
the Chief of Police or City Manager for: 



1 - Disaster Assistance 

2- Rescue efforts, excluding hostages 

3- Locating missing persons 

The City Council shall be notified in writing within 24 hours in each case where a 
helicopter Is used. (Berkeley City Council Resolution No. 51.408 - N.S.) 



Pram: Meehan, Michael 



l 



RESOLUTION HO. 51,408 -U.S. 



ESTABLIBHIHC POLICIES .TOR USE OF DOGS AND HELICOPTERS BY THE POLICE DEPAETMENT 
OF THE CUT. OF BEHKKLEI, AMD RESCIRDIKG THE PROvTSXOHS OF BBSO1TJTI0H NO. 
48,630-N.B. AS THEY APPLY TO THE USB OS DOGS AND HELICOPTERS. 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Cornell of the City of Berkeley as follows! 

That the following policies for uaa of dogs and helicopters by the Police 
Departnent of the City of Berkeley axa hereby established! 

1. Police use of dogs from other law enforcement agencies Is pernltted 
upon approval of the City Manager (or upon approval of the Chief of Police In 
emergency situations when the City Manager Is not taHedlately available) In the 
following circumstances: 

a. to apprehend suspects 

(1) Where there Is a threat to human life, end 

(2) Where the suspect is reasonably believed to be armed 
with a deadly weapon, and 

(3) Where the suspect is in a controlled, contained area 
and there are no known occupants of the area other than 
fcho suspect} ox 

b. To locate Biasing persons; or 
C. To locate crime scenes.- 

Provided, however, that the use of dogs is explicitly prohibited for 
use in crowd control. 

2. Police use of helicopters from other law enforcement agencies Is per- 
mitted upon approval of the City Manager (or upon, approval of the Chief of Police 
in eiBargency situations when the City Manager is not inanedlately available) in 
the following clreumstances: 

a. To assist In case of a disaster; or 

b. To assist in rescue efforts (specifically excluding the rescue 
of hostages); or 

* 1. 



c. To assise In locating missing persons. 
mBXBSt, RESOLVED, that the provisions of Basolution No. 48.630-N.S- 
thay apply to the use of dogs and helicopters are faaTsliy rescinded. 



Approved as to forms 



2. 



Copies sen t 8/L2/82 



Tt» City Manager 
Police Department 



RESOLUTION 



Nto. 5MQ8 



Dated J"V 15, 1^82 



A*P«edby^Co«dIoftheatyof fit****** 

Am, Oomaxmben Bach, tbm. Wei , j tfaffcbum 

Abstaining ; Nbn* 
Absents l*»e 



Attest 




City of Berkeley 



CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE 
21 BO MIL VIA STREET 
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 

(413) 644-6500 



CR-506 Public Hearing! 7:30 p.m. 
TOR COUNCIL ACTI ON 
July 15, 1982 



To: Honorable Mayor and Henbere of tha 

Ctty Council 

From: DwnUl Boggan, Jr. , City Manager 

SUb3 " CtJ OM ™f P3E or dors Atm WBr , T ^^o a ^ , fltf 



AID fACTslw^Ar.Bmf §i 



A " SS£j for Oo uacil Action 



for any law enforcement purposes and helicopters except in case of disss car* 
or rescue efforts (excluding the rescue of hostages). Sine* 1977, the pro- 
cedure required by the ordinance has nrft been followed. At the City Manager' 
request, the Police Department has prepared an update of all Mutual Aid Pacts 
which has been reviewed by the PRC and which is being presented for Council 
review at this tins. 

Af tor reviewing the Police Boviow Coranioaion Report on dogs and faolicopt«ra, 
I reconaend that dogs ba allowed only as set forth in that report, trot that 
helicopters not be allowed. 

Recommendation 

That tha Council adopt the attached Resolution which approves the Mutual Aid 
Pacts and regulates the us* of dogs and helicopters as Bet forth therein. 



.Attachment 
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RESOLUTION NO. -N.S. 



APPROVING HUTUAL AID JKCTS AS RECOMMENDED BY THE CITY MANAGER AND RESCINDING RESOLUTION 
NO. ^8,630-N.S. AS IT APPLIES TO THE USE OF DOGS AND HELICOPTERS, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows: 

That the Mutual Aid Pacts as recommended by the Cf ty Manager are hereby approved; 
That Resolution No. 48,630-N.S. I« hereby rescinded m It applies to the use of 
dogs and helicopters and the following policy la herebj adopted: 

I. Pol fee use of dogs from other law enforcement agencies Is permitted 
upon approval of the City Manager (or upon approval of the Chief of Police In 
emergency situations when the City Manager Is not tramedlotely available) In the 
following circumstances: 

A. To apprehend suspects 

1. where there Is a threat to human life, and v 

2. where the suspect Is reasonably believed to.be armed with a deadly 
weapon, and 

3. where the suspect Is In a controlled, contained area and there ere 
no known occupants of the area other then the suspect; or 

B. To locate missing persons; or 

C. To locate crime scenes; 

.P.. Provided, however, that the use of dogs Is oxpltcttly prohibited for 
use In crowd control. 

2. Police use of helicopters from other law enforcement agencies Is 
prohibited. 

Approved as to form: 
City Attorney " 




CITY OF BERKELEY 



POLICE R£VIEW COMMISSION (41S) S44-&1C 

2121 McKtNLEY AVENUE BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 



| JTCY 15, 1982 



FOR COOHCIL ACTIOS 

. ?8BENT£5 TO CftJNOl 

_ • • CITY OF BERKELEY 

To» Honorable Mayor and 

Member* of the City Council •? " fCgg: 

Frcmi Police Review Commission OFFICE QE 

Subject: 1. Revised Recommendation for use of 6$$Pa& lietfcooters 
2. Background of the Reocmmepdatlon 

At its meeting of 1/27/82, the PRC recommended that police use 
of dogs be permitted under certain conditions. Since forwerding 
that recommendation to the Council, inconsistencies and loose 
language have been noted, and the Commission revised the wording 
of its proposal accordingly. The. present language r therefore, 
represents the policy we would ask the Council to consider, 
we have also added a brief background of this matter for th« 
Council's information. 

She PRC recommend* that police use of dogs should be permitted 
under the following conditions t . 

1. With the approval of the City Manager (except in cir- 
cumstances where he/she is not immediately available, 
and then with the approval of the Chief of Police); 

2. Where there is reason to believe that a threat to 
human life exists, and 

3. Where there is reasonable cause to believe that a sus- 
pect is armed with a deadly weapon, and 

4. where the suspect is believed to be in a controlled r 
contained area and there ^ are no other known occupants 
of the area other than the suspect. 

5. Further, that the use of police dogs may be approved 
(#1 above) to locate missing persons or to locate crime 
scenes. 

6. The use of dogs in crowd control is explicitly prohibited. 



Honorable Mayor and Council -2- July 15, 1982 

l?*^r.M?T*i* ti0 \± a b * B « l on the general premise that it 
th. ^Sl?™?-^ 6 •itjmtiwa to the use of deadly force, and 
the Commission^ discussions centered on the gueetion of wheth-T 

a^lSfSSiT!!* *r cif f od ^ recommendation, dogs offer 

tiaiS jf?^^^} a f* reh *^S • without poten- 

t-ally fatal injury to himself or to police officers. The raaam- 

tThfi?? ^"ion. * Bituation in which dogs SSld^be^st^lv 
S»ri«,?i«^ *f d iB closely modeled on the BPD relation 
governing the discharge of firearms by officers. "^ iJ -« lon 

?*JfS.? 0k9 f^ i ^ oriMtion wiu *• found i» the materials 
JJS^JJL^ 197 ! 1741 ? ** from a PRC conmittee (th<4 "Louie report") 
JatiL P ? e faCtual ■ ba 9 iM for the CoBnisaion^ Sco^- 

b? tS'pS^ a SS^f^°? ******* ? f * M of D ^«..--.^rSSed 
onirv *hf«* ^22**?^il n cona * ot i©» with a CommiseioriST 
Soand^S! ^ P i*^** 81 * elements of dog use, 

Proi Dogs are highly effective for searches in enclosed spaces. 

"Members of the committee came away from the ride-alono 

e^jrience observing the Richmond PD canine option * 

with the impression that dogs can be used safely and 

5"E!?*SL *!* ««WBwiit,- especially building searches, 

anT^S!^? 15 ? ^ * humaa } ivM (bystanders? office" 
end suspects) is of paramount importance.- {Louie, pg. 5) 

effLKv^S^^ 5 ^* 8 a 9*in8t <iogs— .considerations of cbet> 
eericienoy, training, etc. — do not apply in this case ainnl 

&t£°%t*^%F f £°? >?«*«S ?uri.ScuSrat'iS cost 

M&J'S" ao8t 8ul "tantittl reservation is the undoubted 
Sjf*^7 2 X V or dosra b »c«use of their repressive use^SSnlt 
™Tii* ^i\f! WOnatra ? 0r8 ' 10 South if ricii etc. Any%dvanSge 
gine^st thus b e weighed against the negative cla^ty 

^"J!- 6i& not^fttempt to measure community feeling on this issue 

£ Iff^u?,^ the 000,1011 be in a better position to ' 

^ S;i^ h ii! 1 d0gr *«»<»i*ti<»s^n^lu«tract, 
^i?}^ u-e ls *» epeeifie instances in ' 

whioh^they. might prevent injury or death ^officers w susScts 

S iS?^^ ^ r ohlblt ± on durin S the StinkFrJpe S?i2 
^Jit 7 Li m0n f^ ltm ^ noMmunity believes that Sere are 

worse things than the controlled use of doga! It is .not^n?iSL t «fl 
r£o^^^^ att * freouencyT 8 b u f i?^ ^ 

recommendation that this option should be available should need 



Honorable Mayor and council -3- July 15, 1982 

MJ*nS^f BS i° n ;5 u r :h * r r ««>««»nded that the use of helicopters 
by polloe should be approved und«r the following conditionsT 

1. With the approval of the City Manager (except in cir- 

'iSTSSS^ilSre ha/9he 18 not^Sdiatel? aJaSabS, 
and then with the approval of the Chief of Police) . 

'' ^ ^^^Z^ * threat to 

3. Where there ia reasonable cause to believe that a 
suspect la axaed with a deadly weapon, and 

*' ofco\^ in locating 

5 " *^ t ?* r ' i ? hat of helicopters may be approved 
SLS Cat fc g P*rsons r - for rescue mis sSnsT 

hostage situations, and disasters. 

*" So^itS.^ 

S^*^!r*!"f? n,a rati °nal« i« approving limited use of heli- 
S P 2f?t^f 1 tiI ^ W, •*■ *°* *»« use of dogs, that ^^should 
feS^S 1 *!!!".* 1 ^ **? iikely to te ^««etlvelS y avSi5g 
diJlSe L?^?;-^^^ S^S nolico Pt~« include Sunity 
d«2»«5 noi ! a blg brother- associations, and al*o the 

SftX ■ ■y-Pow.lWait* of crashes. It is tte opinion 

■Ss^iSSSS* 4 ? 1 - *»^" ? **ar* : «P»^«r#: ■ «»* helicopter usVin* 

Ihi^i^^fH™"^? 8 *? Potentially of great benefit 
Sf 8 2 f *^ , 3 UMtio n i» no «ore pressing S mTcase 
^•Jsy^'dS! ^ a0a - p0UM ^"Pters Wtt? 52 

Jffkeley would not have its own dogs or helicopters, 

S^t^^Sil" 8 ^? 11 ? ba 8ub ^ ct to *vailabiliS S the 
^EST^T^** ***** whioh voula *»• borrowed. Even if our 

-fSi^S? 8 *° r ? ^a 1 * not be available^ othe? 

SSX*^* "W? .vntmAu. Nevertheless,^ ttTpfflS 
SSS?*???? * grange of options for the resolution of 
S^Si^il ??} ent 8itu « ti °ns. ffe are convinced that the use 
sLt^Wa il S 1C0pte ^ wnild be * ^^«^ition to ?h?; re - 
seat options when used according to this recunBaendation. 

Police Beview Conmiasion 

b y C 1 tittUu— 
Stan wasnburn, chair — 



CITY OF BERKELEY 



police review commission 1415) 644*716 

2121 Mckinley avenue Berkeley, California ww 



June 17, 1981 



To* Polloi Review Commission 

Promt. Peter H. Hagberg-f^lnvestigator 
Police Review Commission 

R«« Information on History of Use of Dogs in Berkeley an d Folic. 

*• SjJlgSZ °* P»« of Ooera in .Berkeley . 

iS!?. B ' rk ^ ey POli f 8 D «P» rt3 »« nt canine units in the 1930's 

Jif™« *£: P™<*i" «*• discontinued voluntarily. Apparently 

because th« program proved expensive and the dog. (Dob.rman pin.chL.) 
created patrol problem, in some situations, officers bed p/id "o.t ee.ts 

n.«-^!l!f! a \ Mtt,r 8tood uhtil 1975 wn « n Berkeley Police 
Department members proposed using their German sheppards to establish 

a„r?i ft ^ Unlt / fl Baek « l *y- ««T volt.ate.red to pay for the 

and fe.diag of cneir ania.la. After a public b.aring «t which * 

large number «, minority citizens profited the us. ?f ooj" chl 

£ p^itSidT * Pnbli ° h *" lnff baf&ra th * «" of dog. 

aat.h?f !h«fJJ* f *°* Pol f " Pon8r Py withdrew his support for 

!I 2±i Si! * ?I! UBlt ' ba8ad Upon co « n »i*y ^Position. 
Ih.f vL Sli.«r««iS "Wort for police was more important then 
wnatever benefit would result from the use of dogs. 

analyaie had been used by City Manager John Taylor the year 
olklJld heJIIopt« dl * g,linSt eJtecutln * en *9 r *«»»«t for use of the 

^^T.»,^ 1 !5. P !" er0y ,tated that th * P° llc « d«P«rtment would "make no 
furuher effort to ,m mk support for the uao of dogs (»wior«„d«a of 

Iclty Manager Taylor had said: -it is felt that at this time dis- 
advantage, caused to, law enforcement by worsening police-community 
relations would outweigh the advantage, of technology provided by 
police department helicopters." (Memorandum from City Manager to 
Council of March W. 1974 regarding Mutual aid Pacta.) ' 9#r " 



Xnxoraacxon uu ni»tui, oj. „ «. ■„„„,. 

June 17, 1981 
Page" 2 



Hay 21, 1973) f and «lnc« that ti*a, the polio* dapartaent has navar 
initiated a request or made any atudy ae to the utility- of the use 
of dogs. All requests for, and studies of, tha uaa of police dogs 
have bmmn generated trcm noc-poHc.n nourot*. 

Mattaxa atood in that posture until shots ware reported fired 
at a Berkeley police officer in Agnatic Park. In response, tha 
Berkeley police callad in dogs and helicopters to halp aaaroh lor 
tha allagad assailant («} . Tha aaaroh traa unsuccessful. 

Protest of that uaa vara wade. It tdi determined thnt them 
was no firm written policy against tha use of doga and helicopters. 
Tha PBC recommended that tha Council adopt policies which vara 
adopted ia March 1977. 

Within thrae days, tha Albany Chief of Polioa was making public 
claims that a raugger had escaped apprehension beoausa Barkalay police 
would not allow bin to uaa Richmond polica doga to aaak the perpetra- 
tor who had disappeared in a residential area of Wast Berkeley, a 
PRC investigation of tha Albany Chief's claims showed tha the Albany 
Police oapartmanc baa used polio* doga only once in t*.a previous year, 
that the Albany polica officers wore not sure where the man had 
disappeared* that the relevant blocks had not been "sealed" aa 
elaimed and that teenagers and neighborhood doga ware peasant in 
the backyard areas being searched by officers. A copy of the PRC 
investigative report is attached. 

Comments wara made by law enforcement officers at that time 
about disregarding the policy 2 * but the policy was, in fact, honored 
until community concern about "Stinky" gave rise to the suggestion 
that dogs be used in an attempt to apprehend hia. The Police Depart- 
ment made no formal request to use dogs and made no study or report 
as to their use. Initially Acting Chief Crooks indicated to the 
PRC that ha did not think police dogs would be particularly helpful 
in apprehending "Stinky." Subsequently ha and other command per- 
sonnel indicated to. the City Council that while tfcay did not know if 
dogs oould help but that thay might. The polica department took the 
verbal position that dogs, to be. most effective, should be need on 
a regular patrol basis. 

In February 1378, the Council passed, without a favorable PRC 
recommendation, a resolution permitting the police to use dogs and 
helicopters for a S month period in the "limited basis" of eases 
"which My_ connect" with the. study series. 3 

The PRC requested that Assistant Administrative Analyst research 
the use of dogs end other technique* by other Departments with rape 
problems. Her report of interviews with law enforcement personnel 
from Sacramento and San Jose, which bad dog units and well publicised 
rape aeries (excerpts attached) , indicated that use of doge would be 
Ineffective for Stinky type situations. 

See attached newspaper clipping. 

3 See memorandum of February 14, 1978 from Councilneabers Davie, Dean 
and Hancock to the City Council. City Council minutes of neetino • 
of February 14, 1978 
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The Police Department called in the Richmond canine unit twice. 
Tbese efforts were unsuccessful in location or apprehending a suspect. 
An evaluation of those uses and a public hearing before the City 
Council was supposed to occur in order to determine whether the 
limited use should oontinue. Thea* did not oaeui and tht "limited 
use" authorization expired on June 30, 1980. 

Six months later the Berkeley police called in the Richmond 
canine unit in an attempt to flush out robber; suspects who Mere 
holed up in a store on telegraph Avenue. The police dog was able to 
locate one suspect inside the building who surrendered. Tear gas 
was used and a second suspect surrendered. . The third suspect escaped. 

& notion to condean the violation of city council policy by city 
staff failed in the PRC. The PRC voted to refer the present policy 
on use of police dogs to the PRC Policy and Practices Committee. 
Commissioner James Louie researched and wrote a report recommending 
that use of a canine . unit be permitted, with tho consent of cne city 
Manager, only where the following conditions are met i 

1) There is a threat to human life') 

2) THo ouopact in raaaonably baiiaved to be armed with a 
deadly weapon f 

.3) The suspect is in a contained, controlled area (physically 
enclosed) * 

4) Under no circumstances shall canines be used for crowd 
control. . 

This recommendation was modified and passed in September 1979, 
as follows? 



WHEREAS, IN DECEMBER 1978 r THE CHIEF OF POLICE AMD 
THE CITY MANAGER CHOSE TO UTILIZE DOGS IN THE WORLD 
OF P ANTS INCIDENT DESPITE THE FACT THAT SUCH USE WAS 
THEN PROHIBITED BY CITY POLICY; AND 

WHEREAS, THIS COMMISSION BELIEVES THAT, ABSENT AN 
UNFORESEEN EMERGENCY, CITY POLICY MOST BE COMPLIED 
WITH? AND 

4 WHEREAS, THIS COMMISSION BELIEVES THAT, IF THE CHIEF 
OF POLICE AND THE CITY MANAGER DISAGREED WITH 
EXISTING CITY POLICY REGARDING THE USE OF DOGS, THE 
APPROPRIATE WAY TO OBTAIN MODIFICATION OF THAT 
POLICY WAS TO PETITION THE CITY COUNCIL AND THE 
POLICE REVIEW COMMISSION FOR CHANGS; AND 

WHEREAS, THE CITY MANAGER AND CHIEF OF POLICE DID NOT 
PETITION THE CITY COUNCIL AND THE POLICE REVIEW 
COMMISSION FOR SUCH CHANGS) AND 

WHEREAS, THIS COMMISSION DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT THE 
USE OF DOGS IN THE WORLD OF PANTS INCIDENT WAS AN 
APPROPRIATE WAY TO CHANGE SUCH POLICY; AND 

WHEREAS, THE COMMISSION HAS UNDERTAKEN A COMPLETE 
AND THOROUGH ANALYSIS OF THE EXISTING POLICY AS TO 
THE USE OF DOGS, AND 
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WHEREAS, THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT THAT POLICY 
SHOULD BE MODIFIED; AND 

WHEREAS, THE GRANTING OF AUTHORITY TO USE DOGS SHOULD 
BE STRICTLY LIMITED; AND 

WHEREAS. THIS COMMISSION EXPECTS SUCH LIMITATIONS 
TOBE STRICTLY OBSERVED BY THE CITY MANAGER AMD THE 
CHIEF OF POLICE; 

THAT THE POLICE' REVIEW COMMISSION RECOMMEND THAT 
CAMXUg UNITS MAY BE CALLED FROM AKOTBftR TAW fiNFORCE- 
MENT AGENCY AND USED UNDER CERTAIN CONDITIONS AND 
THAT APPROVAL IS TO BE SECURED BY THE BERKELEY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT FROM THE CITY MANAGER; 

THAT THOSE CONDITIONS SHOULD BEs THERE IS A THREAT 
TO HUMAN LIFE; THE SUSPECT IS REASONABLY BELIEVED 
TO BE ARMED WITH A DEADLY WEAPON? AJffi THE SUSPECT 
IS IN A CONTROLLED, CONTAINED AREA AND THERE ARB 
• NO KNOWN OCCUPANTS OF THE AREA OTHER THAN THE 
SUSPECT (S) t AND 

THAT UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES SHALL CANINE BE USED 
FOR CROUD CONTROL. 

in substance/the recommendation of Commissioner Louie had been 
passed. With three changes. First, concern was »prcst«d over the 
police department's and city manager's paat failure to follow express 
city policy and the Commission asked for strict adherence to the 
proposed policy of ^limited us« of dog.. Second, the recommendation 
oallaa for use of dogs from neighboring agencies. The idea of a Y 
Berkeley canine unit was re jeeted. Thirdly, dogs were not to be 
used to search for building searches where there were known oocmpants 
other than the suspect. 

This motion was subsequently reviewed by a newly appointed 
Commission whiofa passed motion* reaffirming tha existing policy 
against the use of dogs for law enforcement purposes and disapprov- 
ing the use of dogs in the "World of Pants" incident on the language 
passed by the previous Commission. 

Neither dogs nor helicopters Were used in Berkeley for law 
enforcement purposes between December 1978 and February 1981. 

** lWy **» 9t D «« et Do 7" *" * Helicopter, in Ber^J.y 

shootings and the search for suspects or witnesses** 4 °* f ic«r 
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Iw erases involved officer shootings. Those two ohm involved 
attempts to track suspeeta/witaasaas in open, uncontainad areas. 
The two used of "Stinky- type" prowls also involved attempts to track 
susptcti in open, uncontainad areas, avan though the initial point 
where an attempt was made to find ascent may have been a house or 
fenced yard. The attempt by the Albany Police to use dogs was another 
variation, of attempts to usa dogs to track an open, uncontainad 
areas. These types of tracking uses are generally unfruitful, 
according to the information available to the PRC, 

The "World of Pants" incident was tne one time dogs were used 
in an eneloaed contained area. . They ware partially successful and 
partially unsuccessful. Only this usa would comport with tha guide- 
lines proposed by the Commission in 1979. " 

The Albany situation is. an example of an unstated response — 
a display of opposition to the policy. This was only tha second attempt 
by tha Albany Police to use dogs in a year, although it is unrealistic 
to think it was only tha second tine that a mugger, prowler or othor 
serious criminal suspect had escaped the Albany Police by flight on 
foot. 

It is interesting to note that according to Commissioner Louis's 
1979. report (attached) surveying neighboring police departments, the 
Oakland Police Department indicated that it never used or borrowed 
police dogs for any purpose. 



The Albany incident, a* well as the BPD position in tha present 
case, highlights the "erobarassacqt" 'felt by the BPD in enforcing 
this policy against outside agencies. This embaxaasinsnt , in turn, 
points out the potential conflict between broader "public policy" 
.considerations and narrower "lav enforcement" interests. 

Thus, there seems to be a significant emotional component in 
the police decision to use dogs, as wail as in the civilian decision 
to limit their use. 

2. Prior Berkeley Canine Pnit 

Berkeley's experience with dogs in the 1930' s and l94o's' L w*s 
that they ware useful in a) protecting officers during searches . 
and whan under physical attaok, b) guarding police vehicles and 
prisoners, and c) in tracking whan adequately trained. The problems 
wares 

a) The costs of. purchasing, training and maintaining the 
■ dogs t 

b) The ceaseless training necessary for the dogs j 

o) Problems of control around citizens and non-handling 
of ficerst 

d) Dog odor which quickly permeated the police vehicle in 
which they normally rode making tha vehicle unpleasant 
to parsons riding in it; 

a) The training and control of the dogs interfered with 
the performance of essential police duties. 



1 See Samuel Chapman, A Study of the Doe of Police bogs and tha Develop- 
ment pf a^PlanJfor^ their Use in the O.S., p. 51-52 (1959 in U.C. w 
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Both the positive and negative aajmots of uaa of police dogs 
experienced by the Berkeley Polioe Department were raflaotad In 
raeant: nivrspapcxf avtiolaa regarding uaa of police doge in ofcnas 
jurisdictions. A polica dog in Los Angeles aa recently reported to 
have bean instrumental in locating a robber bidden in an apartment 
complex, in another reoent article, a Richmond police dog reportedly 
attacked a woman who was hugging a friend in the street. While 
the Richmond polio* said the couple had been fighting, it was not 
disputed that the dog left the ear without any officer command and 
nauled the wonan. 



PNHidc 
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CITY OF BERKELEY 
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POLICE REVIEW COMMISSION (415) 644-6716 

2121 McKINlEV AVENUE BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 



September 20, 1979 

To: Police Review Commission 
Prora: PRC Committee on BPD Policies and Practices 
Re: BPD use of Dogs in World of Pants Incident 

At the January 10, 1979 PRC meeting the World of Pants 
incident, where dogs were utilised in a barricaded subject 
situation, was discussed. Chief Sylvester provided details 
of the incident and explained his reasons for taking that 
action. Be advised "that because o£ the threat to life and 
property, he decided to try the most reasonable option — the 
■ use of dogs to locate the suspects inside the building from 
worn they received no response." There was considerable 
. discussion over the apparent contravention of a city council 
policy regarding the use of dogs. 

Several -motions were made, and finally the PRC passed 
the following: 

"The Police Review commission, before sending 
anything to the City Counoil, or reviewing 
current policy with the City Manager, City 

Attorney, or Chief of Police, should refer 
the matter of the City Council's policy on 
the use of dogs under conditions of threat 
of life to the Policies and Practices Committee 
and also the question of whether a public 
t hearing should be held on the subject." 



. , '\ brier history of the use of dogs issue in Berkeley is 
helpful, at this point. In 1975, the Berkeley Police Department 
proposed; a Canine Program which was subsequently withdrawn. The 
PRC recommended to the City Council on September 9, 1975, 

• -that, the City Council, pursuant to the PRC motion. . .upon 
advice from Chief Wesley Pomeroy, table any further discussion 
concerning the proposed Berkeley Police Department Canine Program. 

On March 22, 1977, the PRC, as part of the Mutual Aid 
Pacts, made the following statement regarding the use Of docs 
in law enforcement i 
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Law Enf orcement Agencies Concern ing the Bse 
of Doge : ~ — 

In July, 1975, the Police Review Commission 
was presented with a proposal to introduce a 
canine unit in the City of Berkeley. Tha 
Commission voted not to authorize the estate- •„■_..• 
lishmeht of such a canine unit. Subsequently^ 
the Chief of Police indicated that ha was not 
in favor of the use of such a canine unit in 
Berkeley. 

Th#,view of a significant number of citizens 
in the minority community, as was expressed in 
part at our public hearing on the dog issue, 
is that the use of dogs by police in other 
jurisdictions in the past was so abusive that 
the use of dogs in Berkeley today would undoubtedly 
antagonize many citizens. There are many other " 
citizens who agree with this perspective. 

the Police Review Commission believes that the >.« 
use of dogs by law enforcement personnel in 
tha City of Berkeley is unacceptable under any 
circumstances. The Police Review Commission 
further believes that the emotional fervor 
surrounding the use of dogs is by itself 
sufficient reason to outlaw their use in Berkeley, 
until the negative feelings surrounding the 
use of dogs subsides,, there can be no real 
use for doge in Berkeley given the other techniques 
and eguipaient for law enforcement that is 
presently available to the BPD. 

The PRC recommended to the City Council "That dogs not he 
used in Berkeley for any law enforcement purposes." 

. Tha i City- Council approved the PRC recommendation. Chief 
Pomaroy issued instructions to all personnel prohibiting use 
. of dogs on March 29, 1977. 

Whs VI) had solicited information previously from various 
Kif^J*?* 1 *?*^ the use of canine units. Commissioner 

Louie reviewed the canine programs of those departments that 
responded. (Copy of list attached) 

: The most frequent and efficient/effective use of canine 
unite among the responding police dapMrtmnta was in building 
iearehe*. A canine unit is defined to include a canine and an 
officer, who ia the canine' r handler. A canine unit could 

search" an average sice building within ten minutes while two 
orricers could require thirty minutes or more to do the same 

»«4««.! , ?- 1 S? inSf a S? J . 80n ? F«P«»»antative responses. However, to 
maintain the confidentiality of the departments their names are 
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Pol lowing ore some representative responses. However, to 
maintain the confidentiality of the departments-, their names 
ere omitted, but thair general location ia noted* 



northern California cities t 

a. "...no crowd control use.,. Court use of dogs as 
qualified witness. . .superior court ca vb Turner, 
Cunningham and Gray* 1977. . .canina unit had 
regular beat assignment. .." 

b. "...we have two public demons tratione per month 
...searches and locating lost articles are main 
activity." 

Southern California cities: 

a. "greatest asset is psychological deterrent which 
cannot be effectively analysed." Two minor claias 
paid for bites; one was a tow-truch driver and toe 
other watt a. citizen who approached thm Soy in a 
oon fined area. 

b. "...had requests from LAPP, Los Angeles County 
Sheriff, Torance, El Segunio, Hawthorne, and Santa 
Monica for building and area searches..." 

c. "...crowd control (one dog vs 150 persons) ... some 
civil claims, no awards . ♦ , searching is main function. 

Other cities i Bast, Midwest, and West Coast i 

a. .inservice training, speaking engagements, 
sickness of either dog and/or handler caused actual 
usage of canine units at 20%. . .better to get canine 
from a rental/leasing service ia lieu of owning. . . " 

b. (discontinued in 1978) "...not used for crowd control, 
used in high crime areas where officer safety is a 
major consideration... retrieval off lost/stolen 
articles, narcotic drug detection. 

c. "Apprehension rate on felony suspects is* building 

■earohes 100%, tracking lot used in crowd control 

successfully..." 

d. "...one canine team is worth ten club-wielding 
officers in riots." 

a. "...tracking, searches, no •ejtowd control ... requires 
departmental approval prior to usage and written 
report after usage." 
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f. "Mission i« to locate people and/Or things touched 
rol?^ Jolic« r " n * ar orima * * * * c 4011 ™ taaffl » aupportive 

... ^.foregoing commants suggest a range of usage, effectiveness, 
and sensitivity toward the use of canines in police w "x.- ' 
Canine usage is by no means universally accepted by law enforcement 
agencies, soaie have not tried then, some havi tried them and 
ceased after a period of tine, and some continue to have them. 
J*? 5 2u: ,J !!; e ^ •'■ t ft t drawn from «*• •nrvay data is that by 

v ul^Jfil?*** "°* t conaoa UM of d °*» in law enforce- 

nantis in building^searehes. Less effective, although still 
openly usetf, are doge in tracking end searching in Span areas. 

£»??i!L ffc^^*^? 8 ** th ° M »9P«ei6s that have them varies, 
some leave the discretion to the officers while others require 
departmental approval. . 

4.y.^tJ t ^^ b 9' :SM9 PO^ce departments were contacted regarding 
™?*! DUci " S",?* usage of dogs in their cities. The 
results are as follows i 



ITEM 



Have canine unit NO 
Borrow Canines TZB 
DSC CRITERIA 



ALBANY OAKLAND RICHMOND SAW FRANCISCO 

YES NO YES 

H/A MO K/A 



(Disbanded in 
1978 



Routine Patrol 


HO 


YE S . 


NO 


YES* 


NO 


Rape 


1,3 


YES 


NO 


YES 


3 


Crowd Control 


1,3 


YBS 3 


NO 


YES 


NO 


Burglary 


' *ra , 


YES 


HO 


. yes 


3 


Containment 


1,3 


yes 


NO 


YES 


NO 


Building and 
Area Searches 


yes . 




NO 


YES 


YES 


Hotes s 1. 


Kill 


use dogs , but had no occasion up 


to now. 



Canine unit is part of routine patrol, 
however the dog nay not be used on all 
occasions. 



Used as back-up to officers only. 

- JJllowing the PRC's January 1979 referral of this issue to 
S£*?-} i0 i*2 fteotioae eommlfctee, e majority of the PRC his 
participated in ride-alongs with the ttehnond mice DeparfaaeS 
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canine units to get a first hand knowledge and experience;. 
They learned about the training procedures, the control and 
direction given by the handlers, and the various types of uses 
and their effectiveness. The canine units are floaters, that 
is, they have no specific beats but respond to assignments 
from the department dispatchers. The officers, in responding to 
assignments, do not utilise dogs in all instances. Where 
possible, PRC members were given demonstrations of dogs . 
' conducting a search in an office area. Members of the committee 
cane away from the rida-along experience observing the Richmond 
PD oonine operation with tbm impression that dog* can be ueed 
safely and humanely in law enforcement, especially building; 
searches, where the protection of human lives (bystanders, 
officers and suspects) is of paramount importance. 

In February of 1978 the City Council approved a temporary 
(through June} usage for canine units in the hope of apprehending 
"Stinky". 

During. that period, the Richmond canine units were called on 
two occasions. On February 17, 1978 the canine unit was celled 
but Richmond did not dispatch the unit because they determined 
that the delay in the Berkeley request made successful outdoor 
tracking,iof*the..Huspec.t. .improbable . 

On February 20, 1978 the canine unit was called for a 
suspected burglar contained in a residential yard area. Although 
the area was sealed off fairly quickly, the canine unit arrived 
approximately 40 minutes after the burglary was reported. The 
dog searched the area for approximately 45 minutes without success. 

Some conclusions may ba drawn from the available data. The 
data show* a wide range of canine usage, from crowd control to 
tracking to building searches. It also shows that canines are not 
universally accepted in law enforcement activity. Community 
awareness and sensitivity do play a significant role in the 
decision whether canines should or should not be used in law 
enforcement. 

There is little to suggest that canines are successful in 
tracking of rapists, ideal conditions axe imperative to successful 
tracking, and urban settings do not offer many ideal conditions. 
The February 17 rape- case seems to be a typical example where 
■ideal" conditions (immediate response, available scent, no 
wind, etc.) do not exist. The canine unit was not dispatched 
because the Richmond Police Department knew that the search would 
be fruitless. 

The date further suggests that canines have proved to be 
invaluable in building searches. The canine's acute sense of 
smell, tracking ability, and speed contribute to their success 
in building searches. In the World of Pants incident, the element 
of human safety was a key factor in the decision to use canines. 
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, The World of Pants incident, which occurred on Deaember, 
21, 1978, involved the Berkeley Police Department and three 
armed robbers barricaded inside the store on Telegraph Avenue. 
After the Barricaded Subject-Hostage Negotiation Team failed 
in all its attempts to communicate with the suspects, the 
police faced a difficult choice of tactics to make the arrests. 
With credible reports of one handgun and two knives in the' 
possession of the suspects, rushing the building with officers 
posed a serious threat to human life, including the lives of 
l the suspects. Under these circumstances, the orderly, controlled 

use of a dog and handler to apprehend the suspects in a contained 
speaoe whiah offered no passible danger to anyone other than 
the suspects or the dog-handler team was the least harmful, yet 
effective alternative. 

Waiting for the suspects to give themselves up was not a 
| viable alternative, baoauw daybreak was near on a street 

whicih has very heavy pedestrian traffic, and the always existent 
possibility of a desperate break-out of the armed suspects in 
the midst of hundreds of innocent bystanders who thai police would 
have had great difficulty in keeping out of the area. 

The use of gas was considered as a last resort due to the 
long-term contamination of the building and its contents ► Gas 
was used eventually, however, but only after the dog was unable 
to flush out the second suspect in an inaccessible crawl space. 

Ibis -CosBBittee concluded unanimously that under these 
conditions the careful use of a canine unit, after appropriate 
review and approval by senior city official*, was the safest, 
most effective and moat humane alternative in apprehending 
this suspects and ending a dangerous condition on a major, busy 

The PRC, in its discussion of the World of Pants incident, 
raised concerns whether the existing policy of totally prohibiting 
the use of canines may be too restrictive. This Committee 
notes that tha current prudent policy regarding police use of 
firearms allows the use of deadly weapons in circumstances, 
similar to those proposed below for the use of canines. We think 
that the use of trained dogs and handler units ought to be 
available as a non-lethal alternative in such situations. 
The Policies and Practices cossoittee has completed its study 
.and makes the. following recommendations with the full understanding 
of, and sensitivity to, community feelings and, above all, the 
regard for human lxfe. 

We re command that canine units may be used under certain 
conditions only and that approval is secured by the Berkeley 
Police Department frost the City Manager. Thosa conditions are: 

1. There is a threat to human life. 

■•■3. The suspect is reasonably believed to be 
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armed with a deadly weapon. 

3. The suspect is in a controlled, contained area. 

4. Wnder no circumstances shall canines be used 
for crowd control. 



Submitted by James Louie 
for the PJ3C Committee on 
BPD Policies and Practices 



DEFINITIONS; 



1. Model Aircraft - A remote controlled aircraft used by hobbyists, which is manufactured 
and operated for the purposes of sport, recreation and/or competition. 

2. Unmanned Aircraft (UA) - An aircraft mat is mtended to navigate in the air without an 
on-board pilot. Also called Remote Piloted Aircraft and "drones." 

3. UA Flight Crernnember - A pilot, visual observer, payload operator or other person 
assigned duties for a UA for the purpose of flight 

4. Unmanned Aircraft Pilot -A person exeroismga>ntrol over an imnMnned aircraft 
during flight 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT: 

1. Law enforcement agencies desiring to use UA should first determine how they will use 
this technology, including the costs and benefits to be gained. 

2. The agency should then engage their community early in the planning process, including 
their governing body and civil liberties advocates. 

3 . The agency should assure the communJjty that it values the protections provided citizens 
by the U.S. Constitution. Further, that the agency will operate the aircraft in full 
compliance with the mandates of the Constitution, federal, state and locallaw governing 
search and seizure. 

4. The community should be provided an opportunity to review and comment on agency 
procedures as they are being drafted. Where appropriate, recommendations should be 
considered for adoption in die policy. 

5. As with the community, the news media should be brought into the process early in its 
development. 

SYSTEM REQuraFMyiyrfa, 

L The UA should have me ability to capture flight time by individual flight and cumulative 
over a period of time. The ability to reset the flight time counter should be restricted to a 
supervisor or administrator. 

2. The aircraft itself should be painted in a high visibility paint scheme. This will facilitate 
line of sight control by the aircraft pilot and aUow persons (m me groxind to monitor the 
location of the atocraft This recommendation recognizes that in some cases where officer 
safety is a concern, such as high risk warrant service, Wghvisibi% may not. be optimal. 
However, most situations of this type are conducted covertly and atnight Further, given 
the ability to observe a large area from an aerial vantage point, it may not be necessary to 
fly the aircraft direotly over the target location. 

3. Equipping the aircraft with weapons of any type is strongly discouraged. Given the 
current state of the technology, the ability to eftectivety deploy weapons from a small UA 
is doubtful. Further, public acceptance of airborne use of force is likewise doubtful and 
could result in unnecessary community resistance to the program. 

4. The use of model aircraft, modified with cameras, or other sensors, is discouraged due to 
concerns over reliability and safety. 



IACP Aviation Committee 



August 2012 



OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES: 



1. UA operations require a Certificate of Audioria^on (COA) fiom the Fedeial Aviation 
Administration (FAA). A law enforcement agency contemplating the use of UA should 
contact the FAA early in the planning process to determine the requirements for 
obtaining a COA. 

2. UA will only be operated by personnel, both pilots and crew members, who have been 
trained . and certified in the operation of me system. All agency personnel witiiUA 
responsibilities, including command officers, will be provided training in the policies and 
procedures governing their use. 

3. All flights wffl te^^ 

mission, training, or demonstration purposes. 

4. All flights will be documented on a form designed for that purpose and all flight time 
shall be accounted for on the form. The reason for the flight and name of the supervisor 
approving will also be documented. 

5. An authorized supeivisoiv'administrator will audit flight documentation at regular 
intervals. The results of the audit will be documented. Any changes to the flight time 
counter will be documented. 

6. Unauthorized use of a UA will result in strict accountability. 

7. Except for those instances where officer safety could be jeopardi^ the agency sh^ 
consider using a "Reverse 911" telephone system to alert those living and working in the 
vicinity of aircraft operations (if such a system is available). If such a system is not 
available, the use of patrol car public address systems should b^ considered. This will not 
only provide a level of safety should the aircraft niafce an uncontrolled landing, but . 
citizens may also be able to assist with the incident. 

8. Where mere are specific and articulable grounds to 

evidence of criminal wrongdoing and if the UA will intrude upon reasonable exr»ctations 
of privacy, the agency will secure a search warrant prior to conducting the flight. 

IMAGE RETENTION; 

1. Unless required as evidence ofa crime, as part of an on-going investigation, fortraining, 
or required by law, images captured by a UA should not be retained by the agency. 

2. Unless exempt by law, retained images should be open for jwblic inspection. 
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 
AVIATION COMMITTEE 

Recommended Guidelines for the use of Unmanned Aircraft 



BACKGROUND: 

Rapid advances in technology have led to the development and increased use of unmanned 
aircraft. That technology is now making its way into the hands of law enforcement officers 
nationwide. 

We also live in a culture that is extremely sensitive to the idea of preventing unnecessary 
government intrusion into any facet of our lives. Personal rights are cherished and legally 
protected by the Constitution. Despite their proven effectiveness, concerns about privacy 
threaten to overshadow the benefits this technology promises to bring to public safety. From 
enhanced officer safety by exposing unseen dangers, to finding those most vulnerable who may 
have wandered away from their caregivers, the potential benefits are irrefutable. However, 
privacy concerns are an issue that must be dealt with effectively if a law enforcement agency 
expects the public to support the use of UA by their police. 

The Aviation Committee has been involved in the development of unmanned aircraft policy and 
regulations for several years. The Committee recommends the following guidelines for use by 
any law enforcement agency contemplating the use of unmanned aircraft 



DEFINITIONS ! 



1 . Model Aircraft - A remote controlled aircraft used by hobbyists, which is manufactured 
and operated for the purposes of sport, recreation and/or competition. 

2. Unmanned Aircraft (UA) - An aircraft that is intended to navigate in the air without an 
on-board pilot. Also called Remote Piloted Aircraft and "drones." 

3 . UA Flight Crewmember - A pilot, visual observer, payload operator or other person 
assigned duties for a UA for the purpose of flight 

4. Unmanned Aircraft Pilot - A person exercising control over an unmanned aircraft 
during flight 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT: 

1 . Law enforcement agencies desiring to use UA should first determine how they will use 
this technology, including the costs and benefits to be gained. 

2. The agency should men engage their community early in the planning process, including 
their governing body and civil liberties advocates. 

3. The agency should assure the community that it values the protections provided citizens 
by the U.S. Constitution. Further, mat the agency will operate the aircraft in full 
compliance with the mandates of the Constitution, federal, state and local law governing 
search and seizure. 

4. The community should be provided an opportunity to review and comment on agency 
procedures as they are being drafted. Where appropriate, recommendations should be 
considered for adoption in the policy. 

5. As with the community, the news media should be brought into the process early in its 
development 

SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS : 

1 . The UA should have the ability to capture flight time by individual flight and cumulative 
over a period of time. The ability to reset the flight time counter should be restricted to a 
supervisor or administrator. 

2. The aircraft itself should be painted in a high visibility paint scheme. This will facilitate 
line of sight control by the aircraft pilot and allow persons on the ground to monitor the 
location of the aircraft. This recommendation recognizes that in some cases where officer 
safety is a concern, such as high risk warrant service, high visibility may not be optimal. 
However, most situations of this type are conducted covertly and at night Further, given 
the ability to observe a large area from an aerial vantage point, it may not be necessary to 
fly me aircraft directly over the target location. 

3. Equipping the aircraft with weapons of any type is strongly discouraged. Given the 
current state of the technology, the ability to effectively deploy weapons from a small UA 
is doubtful. Further, public acceptance of airborne use pf force is likewise doubtful and 
could result in unnecessary community resistance to the program. 

4. The use of model aircraft, modified with cameras, or other sensors, is discouraged due to 
concerns over reliability and safety. 



OPERATIONAL PROCEDURE* 



1 . UA operations require a Certificate of Authorization (COA) fiom the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA). A law enforcement agency contemplating the use of UA should 
contact the FAA early in the planning process to determine the requirements for 
obtaining a COA. 

2. UA will only be operated by personnel, both pilots and crew members, who have been 
trained and certified in the operation of the system. All agency personnel with UA 
responsibilities, including command officers, will be provided training in the policies and 
procedures governing their use. 

3. All flights will be approved by a supervisor and must be for a legitimate public safety 
mission, training, or demonstration purposes. 

4. All flights will be documented on a form designed for that purpose and all flight time 
shall be accounted for on the form. The reason for the flight and name of the supervisor 
approving will also be documented. 

5. An authorized supervisoryadministrator will audit flight documentation at regular 
intervals. The results of the audit will be documented. Any changes to the flight time 
counter will be documented. 

6. Unauthorized use of a UA will result in strict accountability. 

7. Except for those instances where officer safety could be jeopardized, the agency should 
consider using a "Reverse 91 1" telephone system to alert those living and working in the 
vicinity of aircraft operations (if such a system is available). If such a system is not 
available, the use of patrol car public address systems should be considered. This will not 
only provide a level of safety should the aircraft make an uncontrolled landing, but 
citizens may also be able to assist with the incident. 

8. Where there are specific and articulable grounds to believe that the UA will collect 
evidence of criminal wrongdbing and if the UA will intrude upon reasonable expectations 
of privacy, the agency will secure a search warrant prior to conducting the flight. 

IMAGE RETENTION- 

1 . Unless required as evidence of a crime, as part of an on-going investigation, for training 
or required by law, images captured by a UA should not be retained by the agency. 

2. Unless exempt by law, retained images should be open for public inspection. 
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Fighting fire with data, spacecraft, drones 



By Amy G*f«n, SpecW to CNN 

upiMKl»:37AMEDT. TmiJuly». J012|Fl«ticiyJa: mnmBoiu 



137 f 180 

Recommend 

Print Bma Menaimlae 






Uommnia A«M V*MdM fte Mi am Haw in «pMn« to (ght SenK • cfltura h rMHfcn.. 



STORY- MOHUOHTS 



taohnotogytoputouttanM 
b»tof»Bi#r iprcad 

T»ch ft* wand noon tort 
ra*bu grassy taprevM by th> 



PtanMiSMfarwnloto 

rwnfc>rlnsof»4rtnilturtons, 
dnw uaad t) citaiMptiu 

Of gj rt zj BnullaHASAi 
NOAA an aoUaoonSne B 
monitor wmn torn «p»o« 



Conor's nofe: Amy Qehren write about mobile tech tor CNN.com. 
She ^ ewrHer end media contutteni based In BouMtr, Colorado, 
whose blog, Contentlom.com, explores how people communicate in 
theonSne age. 

(CNN) - WBdfire* me fast-moving targets, so one of the most 
Important weapon* fireflghttng teams can have Is timely, precise 
Information about where tha firs i», whore Ifs likely to spread and 
what's In its path. 
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In tha past couple of yaar«. firefighters have gained a significant 
advantage: aircraft equipped wtth heat-detectfng Infrared Mntors 
and special camrnunlcatlori equipment now can retay to ftredflrttlnB 
team* on tha ground, in minutes, a fire'* precise location, at well at 
where new."hot*pota" are cropping up, even before they burst Wo 
visible flame. 



"Wien I waa an Incident commander, I would have killed Tor this kind 
of data," tald Rusi Johnson, the director of public safety and 
homatanaVnatlonal security for Eeri, one of tie world's leading 
geographic Information companies. In past decades he commanded 
operations to fight major wttdftoM, Including the massive Yellowstone 
wildfires of 1 888 which scorched about 1 .2 mBlfon acres. 

Monitoring wildfires wKh Infrared sensors from aircraft isnl new, but 
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aw (aval of detail and speed with which this data gets transmitted to 
firefighting teams has been revolutionized. 

"Those aircraft used to have to fly at night, because you couldn't 
gather good thermal data during daylight hours," Johnson sard. 
"Then you'd have to wait for toe plane to land, and then for the 
thermal imagery to be processed, if we were kicky, we'd gettnat 
Information on printed maps by 4 or 6 In the morning - Just maybe In 
time to brief firefighters before may went out on the line. 

Today those Sights can happen In daylight with vestry Improved 
accuracy, and Incident commanders get mat data electronically In 
two minutes on a computer-based map. We now have accurate, 
almost real-time situational awareness on the spot That makes afl 
the difference. 1 ' 

ViAdfires generally have e perimeter marked by en advancing line of 
flama. But burning debris gets sucked up into the column of hot air 
over the fire and deposited ahead of the fire line, often causing new 
spot fires where they lend, up to half a mile away. These hotspots 
also can be caused by burning debris rolling downhil on a steep 
slope. Left unchecked, new hotspots can smolder tnvfaibty for hours 
or days. 

"incident commanders and emergency respondent who are 
managing fires need to make decisions on where to fccus air drops 
of fire retardanta and other resources," Johnson said. "VWh this new 
hotspot information, all of a sudden I know: down there in that 
canyon, not visible yet there's a hotspot So let's divert soma air 
assets to hold It while if s still small and later deploy firefighters mere. 
Thafa so much better man {(recovering the Ifofapot only when It busts 
out of a canyon, when it's strong and harder and more dangerous to 
fight." 

How doea this data get to SreflghSng operations so fast? Generally 
it's transmitted over toe Internet (vis broadband or wiretaaa carrier 
networks) on a secure website, which deolsbn-makers and 
emergency reeponders can access via computers or smartphonea. 
But where a direct connection to these conventtonal networks isnt 
available, that data can travel the "lest mBe" by packet radio, a 
technology long used by amateur radio operators. 
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MearrwhHe, brand new technology Is also having an Impact on 
fighting wildfires. 

Unmanned aircraft - sometimes called "drones" - also ere starting to 
play a bigger role in fighting wUdlres. According to Aero-News 
Network, as of June the Federal Aviation Administration had 
authorized nearly 80 private and government entitles to operate 
unmanned aircraft systems in domestic airspace for many purpose*, 
including fighting wildfires. 

In the latest Issus of Earth Imaging Journal, Thomas Zajkowskl, a 
remote sensing speclaBst with the U.S. Forest Service Remote 
Sensing Applications Center, explained that in addition to carrying 
sensors, drones ateo can help form a data transmission network to 
quickly transmit thermal imagery and other Information to firefighting 
operations. 

But so far, firefighting reconnaissance drones arent commonplace. 
Johnson said the/ve been used mainly "when fires get poBtJcatty 
vfstola. Once a tire becomes catastrophic, they turn the drones loose 
to collect information and data" 
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That's because It's complicated to work drones into firefighting 
procedures, especially for managing aircraft and air space over fire 



Johnson explained, "When there's a wBdffre, emergency airspace 
gets declared. TWs restricts all aircraft near the Incident Procedures 
for managing drones along with air tankers and other aircraft would 
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